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Hydrogen Bomb Probe: Almost a year ago, in our issue of April 29, 1953, HUMAN EVENTS, 
predicted the opening of the present atom bomb security affair, saying: “The next focal point of Con- 
gressional investigation will be the higher personnel of our atomic energy organization. Believe it or 
not — despite the Fuchs and Rosenberg cases — there is still something to look into.” 


We knew when we wrote the story that Senator McCarthy was busy with the matter, but we were 
incorrect as to this being the “next” piece of spy business. We did not know that McCarthy and his com- 
mittee, particularly Senator Symington, were convinced that there had been a suspicious delay in the 
decision to make the H-Bomb, back in 1949-50. But no publicity came out. The reason, we now learn, 
was because Vice-President Nixon asked that the investigation on the loyalty of Oppenheimer be kept 
hush-hush. McCarthy acceded, in the interests of national security. But his enterprise in looking into the 
matter, it now appears clearly, led to the White House and the Atomic Energy Commission going into the 
matter more thoroughly later. 


Additionally, we may now disclose that a year ago and more, not only Oppenheimer, but the names 
of other scientists, believed to be “security risks”, were the subject of much anguished private discussion 
in official quarters. As it was explained to us, there were official fears that some of these scientists might 
leave the country, or might be spirited away by Soviet agents — beyond the Iron Curtain. Melodrama 
could not be ruled out. Bruno Pontecorvo, British atomic scientist, who disappeared beyond the Iron 
Curtain, was a case in point. Official circles emphasized that an atomic scientist holds within his head 
some awesome secrets and data and can walk off, or be taken off, to the enemy. Hence, it was explained 
to us, the matter had to be handled with great care and delicacy. We shall keep this in mind as the present 
probe gets under way. Today, there is talk that some scientists should be placed in protective custody. 


Oppenheimer may be proved quite loyal by the current hearings of the AEC board. But we must 
report that many people are highly suspicious of the way he “leaked” the story to the press. The normal 
feasible way of obtaining full, impartial press coverage in such a situation is to release it first to the three 
great wire services — the A.P., the U.P., and the I.N.S. Instead, Dr. Oppenheimer gave it to newspapers 
of “liberal” suasion, with a dubious reputation for impartiality in respect to the whole security question. 
Why? Observers do not like the “slickness” of this press “operation”. 


Meanwhile, many newspapers which have joined the attacks against Senator McCarthy have reason 
to repent. McCarthy, ten days ago, made no charges about the hydrogen bomb affair. He asked a legiti- 
mate question: “If there had been no Communists in Government, why did we delay for 18 months — 
delay our research in the hydrogen bomb?” 


Yet, the Washington Evening Star — which is typical of much of the press — referred to his question 
and related statements as another of McCarthy’s “typically reckless declarations”, “particularly irrespon- 


sible” and with approval quoted a Democratic congressman who said “that McCarthy doesn’t know what 
he’s talking about . . .” The Star and the Congressman owe McCarthy an apology. 


Indo-China: Despite Dulles’ ability to rally Western nations to form an Asiatic front against Commu- 
nist aggression, military circles here in Washington are skeptical about the practicality of U.S. military 
intervention in Indo-China, where the French are pressed hard by Communist forces. They cite the 
following reasons: 
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(1) There is.no Syngman Rhee, no strong Indo-Chinese will to ‘fight the. Communists, because of 
French failure to give the Indo-Chinese independence. Remember that Rhee and. his ROK’s were © coven 
to our fight in Korea. : a) 
te 
(2) It’s all very well, as Admiral Radford seems to have in mind, to fight a “sea-air” war against 
the Indo-Chinese Communists. But technically Radford’s carriers cannot alone accomplish much, unless; 
gradual and inexorable sending of U.S. ground forces goes on. There must be stations where U.S. land 
forces can ascertain the value of air-strikes from carriers or from land-strips. Slowly and gradually, we 
will be drawn into establishing “strong points” and blockhouses, like the French. Unless France give 
freedom to Vietnamese and they then wage intensive land warfare, our troops will have to be drawn in, 
(There’s a rumor today that Radford has asked Ike for permission to send in 2 Marine divisions.) Inevit. 
ably, under such adverse conditions we’ll be bogged down in fruitless and expensive jungle warfare — 
“worse than Korea”. 


Illinois Warning: The remarkably persistent reports of pollsters picturing President Eisenhower as top 
political favorite in the nation received a setback in his own Party as some observers view the returns from 
Illinois primary contests. The most important contest was that for the Republican Senatorial nomination. 
The winner, Joseph T. Meek, vigorously championed the Bricker Amendment to the Constitution (bitterly 
opposed by the Administration), larger tax cuts, and full support for the investigations of Senator Joe 


McCarthy (chief nightmare of the Administration). Not far behind Meek when he crossed the line a } 


winner was former Legion Commander Edward A. Hayes — highly critical of the Administration particu- 
larly for its opposition to the Bricker Amendment and its New Deal foreign policies. Trailing a poor 
third was Austin L. Wyman, Chicago attorney, who stood four square behind Ike’s policies. 


There were fears that Representative Harold Velde, Chairman of the House Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities, might have serious trouble. In the Democratic primary there was only one candidate, and 
there were rumors that Democrats supporting the Truman line — i.e., that there is no Communist menace 
in the nation — were going to cross over into the Republican primary to get Velde’s scalp. Velde had 
all-out opposition from powerful church organizations and figures who apparently took their cue from 
Bishop Oxnam in castigating the House Committee and its Chairman. The Representative came through 
handily leaving his nearest opponent far behind. Velde is, of course, on the same blacklist as McCarthy 


among left-wing White House advisers and his sweeping victory was definitely a rebuke to these advisers 
by the voters. 


In another contest Representative Robert B. Chiperfield was challenged by his opponent for his 
support of Administration foreign aid programs and for being too much of an internationalist. This 
opponent apparently gave Chiperfield a real scare because the incumbent Representative won by only a 
comparatively small margin. Illinois observers feel that this close call for Chiperfield may make him 
reconsider his rather docile support of the Eisenhower foreign policies — an attitude acquired only when 
the Republicans took office a year ago. Before that Chiperfield had a consistent record of opposition to 
foreign spending policies and other goals of the international crowd. 


Not Merely Gossip: The dieiishesibinn is feeling pressure from rank and file Republicans in regard 
to the famous Status of Forces treaty, which provides that American soldiers and sailors stationed abroad 
may be tried by foreign courts and imprisoned in foreign jails. The case of Private Keefe, now serving @ 
five-year term in a French jail, for stealing a French taxi for a joyride is well-known. At the recent 
Women’s Republican meeting in Washington, this issue proved a burning one among the various questions 


brought up by the women delegates, so much so that a State Department assistant secretary was brought! in 
to “brief” the protestants. 


Significant, also, is the fact that one of the leaders of the fight against the Status of Foret agreement 
filed his name as a candidate for Republican nomination for Governor of Maryland. He is Marine General 
P. A. Del Valle (retired) and he has been very active in court action (brought by his organization, 
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‘Defenders of the Constitution) in behalf of the imprisoned Private Keefe.- The General seeks to defeat 
incumbent Republican Governor T. R. McKeldin. The.latter has been under heavy fire by radio broad- 

caster Fulton Lewis, Jr. for his tolerance of crime conditions in the “Free State” and: by. conservative 
Republican groups who dislike what they deem McKelden’s too. faithful subservience to the Eisenhower 


against 
Administration. 


unless 
5. land @ Watch for another campaign by the “liberal” press against Mr. Scott McLeod, State Department 
lly, we |} Director of Security, and target of those who dislike McLeod’s “tough policy” towards security risks 
» give |} within the Department. Recently, the “liberals” succeeded in taking away from McLeod his power over 


wn in, the Personnel (“hire and fire”) division.. But now McLeod has shown up running the Inspection Division 
Inevit (in addition to his other duties) and demanding a further and more extensive “clean-out”. In newspaper 
eres circles, McLeod — like McCarthy — is regarded as a “marked man” for his anti-Red efforts. 


@ A good deal of skepticism is going the rounds in the Senate about the Hawaii and Alaska 
as top Statehood bills. One remark that has gained much currency is that if the bills pass, the Senate will have 





s from four additional Senators of New Deal, if not outright left-wing, complexion; from Hawaii they will carry 
ration, the label of “Republican” and will probably be Japanese in race; from Alaska they will be called “Demo- 
itterly crats”, but will bear about as much relation to Senator Harry Byrd as does Senator Lehman of New York. 
or Joe The two territories are regarded as “handout” areas. | 
line a } 
mK 4 Byrd and George: A serious rift has developed in the Southern Democratic ranks which threatens 
Pe damage to conservative strength in the Senate. The division is between Senator Byrd of Virginia and Sena- 
tor Walter George of Georgia. The former opposes cuts in taxes lest the budget be even more severely 
\ meri- unbalanced than it is; the latter, long an advocate of a balanced budget, now has reversed himself and 
e, and wants to increase individual income tax deductions which would cause a very large deficit. Capital observ- 
nenace ers remark that not in twenty years have the two prominent Democratic conservatives differed so sharply 
e_ had on such an issue. 
| Those who have talked to George say that he expresses alarm over the prospect of an early and deep 
“arthy depression, using the words, “panic in 90 days”. Byrd shares the belief of most economists that the present 
wissih recession will remain comparatively light. The Virginian fears that if the George ideas prevail the budget 
will remain unbalanced for many years to come, with resulting dangerous inflation. No one understands 
just why George has shifted. But it is believed that he has been moving more closely towards Northern 
or his New Deal Democrats who talk depression for purely partisan purposes. If the Senator from Georgia 
This | continues to follow this course, he could gravely weaken the congressional alliance between conservatives 
2 a of both parties which has long served as a check to collectivist policies. 
e him 
Pe McCarthy and Catholic Church: The attack on Senator McCarthy by Roman Catholic auxiliary 
Bishop Shiel has given an erroneous impression of opposition to the Wisconsin Senator within ‘his own 
denomination, as the situation is viewed here in Washington. 
i Canvassing opinions among Catholic Church circles here, we gather that Bishop Sheil is sandal as 
ial speaking only for himself; he is thought of as an enfant terrible within the church.. At most, he repre- 
sail sents only the “social” group within the Church, a relatively minor group which seeks to play a “liberal” 
ll and pro-union role. Leaders in this wing, particularly Bishop Sheil, are close to labor union bosses and 
sh is have reportedly been unhappily impressed by the shift of feeling among labor union rank and file to 
support of McCarthy. Last week, we mentioned a poll (reported in the Chicago Tribune) taken by a Con- 
i gressman in an Ohio district, often regarded as an area: which votes “typically” in the American scene. 
ement In that poll, 59 per cent queried, voiced approval of McCarthy, but significantly among labor people, 83 
neral per cent favored the Wisconsin man. It should be realized, in any ‘analysis of public. opinion, that the 
ation, impact of McCarthy has cut sharply right across all previous classification of groups. 










Clerical circles here also minimize the opposition of the Jesuit national weekly America to McCarthy. 
They say that the weekly is out of step not only with Catholic opinion in general on this subject, but -also 
with most Jesuits. The editorial control of this weekly has been for some time in the hands of a few 
Jesuits who sympathize with the “social” group in the Church. Those within the Church who watch the 
trends of opinion expressed in the approximately 100 diocesan weeklies note that most of these show 
approval for McCarthy; they deem these publications more typical of American Catholic reactions than 
the Jesuit publication. A phone call to one Catholic institution of higher learning ‘near the Capital 


yesterday drew the statement that the entire faculty, all priests, stood solidly behind the Wisconsin 
Senator. 
























Our sources remark with wonder that the press generally gave extensive coverage and unusual 
prominence to Bishop Sheil’s remarks, far more so than they gave to a much more thought provoking 
scene which took place over a week ago in New York. There Senator McCarthy addressed a police force 
dinner and heard the police Chaplain award effusive praise to the Senator. Significantly, the best known 
prelate in the United States, Cardinal Archbishop Spellman, was present and gave approval to the Chap- 
lain’s remarks. The appearance of the Cardinal was scarcely an accident. 















Modern Brigandage: When we read in history books about brigands of old, the rough boys who held 
up caravans on the road to market and demanded tribute for permission to pass, we dismiss it as an oddity 
of the “dark ages”. That kind of stuff is associated in our minds with illiteracy, weak government, dis- 
organized society. It could not happen in our enlightened times. 











Then we read in the Wall Street Journal, edition of April 13, 1954, about brigands (beg pardon, 
labor union leaders) who are demanding tribute from workers for permission to work, and collecting it 
from the owners under threat of picketing if they refuse to come across. The Teamster’s Union leader 
testified before a House investigating committee, that in some cases workers are “enrolled” in the union 
without knowing it. He said that this dragooning was done because the workers who did not join the union 
of their own free will were “guilty of unfair labor practices”. 




















There is no moral difference between such labor union practices and those of the avowed highway- 
men of olden times; except that the highwaymen risked their lives in collecting tribute, while the labor 
union thieves operate under the protection of the law. Indeed, these fellows not only have the sanction 
of the law, they have the sanction of public opinion. 











The question is, does the law prevent or encourage crime? 






One Dollar Books: From the Foundation for Social Research, 1521 Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, Cal., 
come two good books for college students. They run around one hundred pages in length, which is about 


all a good analyst needs to bring out the highlights of almost any subject. And they sell for One Dollar 
each. 










Union Monopoly, by V. Orval Watts, is an economist’s uninhibited analysis of the effects on our 
common welfare of the concentration of power in the hands of self-styled “leaders” of labor. We found 


particularly illuminating one chapter entitled: “What’s Wrong with Taft-Hartley?”. The answer: The 
Wagner Labor Relations Act of 1935. 











Handbook on Propaganda, by Oliver Carlson, aims “to make available to alert citizens in all walks 
of life . . . some basic facts about propaganda — what it is — how it functions — and how to combat 


it”. Carlson played an important role in organizing California voters in 1950 to elect Richard M. Nixon 
US. Senator, defeating Helen Gahagan Douglas. 
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GOOD AND BAD AGGRESSORS 


By CHESLY MANLY 


< pastianit OF STATE DULLES and Henry Cabot Lodge, United States representatives to the 
United Nations, are protesting too much and proving too much with their arguments 
against admitting Communist China to the UN. If Britain and France agree at Geneva to 
support the seating of Chinese Communist delegates, the United States cannot keep them 
out, and both Dulles and Lodge know this. Their reiterated assurances have the hollow 


sound of an advance alibi, designed to evade charges of complicity when Red China is 
ensconced in the UN. 


Logically and morally it is preposterous for Dulles and Lodge to oppose the admis- 
sion of Communist China without demanding the expulsion of Soviet Russia. Any 
conceivable reason for excluding the Peiping regime, a creature and _ satellite 


of Soviet imperialism, is an argument a fortiori for expelling Communist Russia, the 
master aggressor. 


On March 29, Dulles remarked that membership in the UN, by its Charter, 
is supposed to be limited to “peace loving”’ states; and he recalled that Communist China 
was a convicted aggressor in the Korean war. But the master aggressor in Korea was the 
Soviet Union. Even Dean Acheson recognized this fact when he told the UN Political 
Committee, on October 24, 1952, that the North Korean aggressor forces were ‘“‘raised, 
heavily equipped and tactically and strategically advised by the Soviet Union government”. 
Lodge told the same committee on February 25, 1953, that ‘Soviet planning instigated 
the original aggression, which was subsequently maintained by Soviet training and equip- 
ment’, Although all members were under a UN injunction to refrain from giving assist- 
ance to the aggressors, Moscow’s Andrei Vishinsky boasted that his government 
was supplying the Chinese Communists. 


For once in the history of the UN, Americans had a right to be proud of their spokes- 
man there when Dulles, on November 22, 1950, denounced a demand by the Anglo-Indian 
appeasement bloc to bury Nationalist China’s request for an investigation of Soviet aggres- 
sion against China. The appeasers, arguing that the China question was ‘‘academic’’, 
wanted the UN to look the other way. Dulles declared that China was “being subjected 
to aggression cloaked by fraud”. With emotion and surprising eloquence, he maintained 
that those who sought to bury the question did so not because it was academic, but rather 
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because it was mot academic, because they were afraid of offending a so-called Great Power, 
He warned them that the UN could not survive with a double standard of right and 


wrong, one for great powers and one for small or weak nations. ae 








OW DULLES AND LODGE appear to have a double standard of right and wrong, one 

for Communist China, a convicted aggressor, and one for Communist Russia, the 
master aggressor. When asked by a reporter why the UN did not condemn the Soviet 
Union for its part in the Korean aggression, Lodge replied: 
call names unless you are prepared to go to war.” 





“It does no good to 








Both Dulles and Lodge repulse all suggestions that the UN should take action 
against the Soviet government under Article 6 of the Charter, which states that any mem- 
ber “which has persistently violated the principles contained in the present Charter may 
be expelled from the organization ...”. 











The Soviet Union, having a veto in the Security 
Council, could not be expelled without its consent, but the other members could with- 
draw and reorganize without the Communists. 











According to Lodge, it is essential to keep the Soviet Union and its satellites in the 
UN “so we can watch them and see what they are upto”. But this is an argument for the 
admission of Communist China, which Lodge opposes. The Communists were boycotting 
the UN, because of Red China’s exclusion, when the Korean aggression began; but not 
even Lodge has suggested that the Kremlin’s representatives, had they been present, would 
have given the United States advance notice of the impending attack. 


In an interview published by Newsweek, October 12, 1953, Lodge declared: “If war 
came in spite of the UN, it would then be the indispensable instrument for repelling the 
aggression — which is probably one reason why the Communists don’t leave it.”” This is 
a curious statement. One may assume that the Communists are not staying in to help the 
UN repel their next aggression. Therefore, according to Lodge’s view, they must be stay- 
ing in to sabotage efforts to make the UN an effective instrument for repelling aggression. 
If that is so, why not kick them out? 

Lodge knows, of course, that the UN, far from being an effective instrument for repel- 
ling aggression in Korea, impeded efforts by the American military commanders to conquer 
the aggressors. He also knows that the UN cannot repel aggression in the next war. The 
State Department, on March 30, issued a statement saying: 








































“Collective security organi- 
zations like NATO have grown up because there is no confidence that all the members of 
the United Nations will observe their covenants.” 

Although professing opposition to the admission of Red China on high moral grounds, 
Dulles does not recoil from fraternizing in the UN with the Kremlinites. In his book 
War or Peace, he states that the UN is a place of ‘“‘genuine fellowship’, that this fellow- 
ship is “‘shared to some extent” by the Communist delegates, and that he has had “intimate 
and enlightening talks with them’’. 








What are the moral implications of fellowship in a pretended peace organization 
with atheistic Communists, who are dedicated to our destruction? Perhaps the best 
comment on that question was made by the Apostle Paul in his Second Epistle to the 
Corinthians: ‘‘Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellow- 


ship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? And what communion hath light with 
darkness?” 


| ULLES HAS STUDIED the works of Lenin and Stalin, and he knows that they rejected the 

D possibility of peaceful coexistence with the non-Communist world. In the April issue 
of Foreign Affairs, he expounds the Soviet strategy of conquest, which seeks to force the non- 
Communist countries to extend themselves, as Lenin put it, “beyond their strength’. 
Then, said Lenin, “‘our victory is assured.” Then, said Stalin, ‘‘will be the moment 
for the decisive blow.” Yet Dulles opposes expulsion of the Communists from the UN, 
which they use only to advance their plans for the amalgamation of all the world into 
what Stalin called “‘a single state union’. 

Dulles’ moral revulsion against Communist China might seem more genuine if he had 
not written in War or Peace, published in 1950, that all nations should be members of the 
UN without distinction as to those which are ‘‘good” and those which are “bad”. The 
only test that he asked the Peiping regime to meet was proof of “‘its ability to govern 
China’. 

Lodge has said he would not hesitate to use the veto in the Security Council if that 
should be necessary to exclude Red China. In the General Assembly, where there is no 
veto and the United States has only one vote, UN parliamentarians are prepared to rule 
that only a simple majority is required to settle a credentials dispute between Communist 
and Nationalist Chinese delegates. The United States exerted its influence to the utmost to 
exclude India, a veritable satellite of Red China, from the proposed Korean conference, 
but was defeated in the Political Committee by a vote of 27 to 21. India was excluded only 
because a two-thirds majority was required in the Assembly itself. It is inconceivable that 
the Chinese Communists, once admitted to the General Assembly, could or would be 
excluded from other UN organs, including the Security Council. Even in the unlikely 
eventuality of an attempt by the United States to use the veto, the Council could deter- 


mine, by a majority vote, that it was a procedural question, not subject to the veto. 


| el BRASH TALK about keeping Red China out of the UN warrants no more confidence 
than his loud assurances, a little over a year ago, that the Eisenhower Administration 
would eliminate all American Communists from the UN Secretariat. The Administra- 
tion’s UN loyalty program is a self-evident fraud. Of the 1,744 American Secretariat 
members investigated only one, a woman clerk, has been fired and she refused to fill out 
a loyalty questionnaire. Although a few others are still under investigation, not a single 
adverse report has been submitted to the UN thus far. A division director, who received 





an adverse loyalty report from the Acheson State Department in 1952, has been cleared 
by the Eisenhower Administration’s International Organizations Loyalty Board. Protege; 
of Alger Hiss still occupy strategic positions in the UN. 


Apparently anticipating a whitewash, Lodge has appropriated Eleanor Roosevelt's 
witless argument that Communists in the UN are not a security problem since there are 
no secrets there for them to steal. He pretends that American “security” cannot be harmed 
by policy subversion, by Communist propaganda in UN reports, and by Communist agents 
accompanying UN missions to all parts of the world. 




















The failure of the Soviet Union to fill its quota of UN employees has been cited for 
years by Mrs. Roosevelt and recently by Lodge as if it were irrefutable proof that the UN 
is not a fruitful field for spies. There are only 29 Russians on the UN staff, although the 
Soviet quota ranges from 116 to 155. Unlike other countries, however, the Russians are 
rotated every two or three years and, therefore, are constantly coming and going. More. 
over, they function as spy masters, not ordinary spies. American Communists and those 
from other countries are subject to their discipline. Valentin Gubitchev, a Soviet mili- 
tary intelligence officer employed by the UN in the guise of an engineer, was arrested with 
Judith Coplon for stealing secrets from the Justice Department, not from the UN. Nicolai 
Skvortsov, formerly the second highest ranking Russian at the UN, was barred from re- 


entry into this country on a charge of trying to organize a spy ring. 
















There is only one way to solve the UN problem and that is to abolish it. If the United f 





States should withdraw from the UN it would quickly collapse. Some Republicans 
in Congress have warned that the United States will pull out if Red China is admitted. 
If this were certain, patriotic Americans should favor Red China’s admission; but it would 
be rash to trust a Congress which is still addicted to Trumanism in foreign affairs. 







Politicians are loath to confess that in supporting the UN, they betrayed their 
country’s interests. As recently as December 8, President Eisenhower told the UN that 
the United States would remain steadfast in its support of the organization “‘in the convic- 
tion that you will provide a great share of the wisdom, of the courage and the faith which 
can bring to this world lasting peace for all nations, and happiness and well-being for all 
men”. It was clear that Eisenhower had learned nothing about world affairs since Novem- 
ber 16, 1945, when the London Conference of Foreign Ministers had broken up in complete 
failure, when the international prospect was not peace but cold war, and when he told the 
House Military Affairs Committee: “Nothing guides Russian policy so much as a desire 
for friendship with the United States.” 








The UN is a heritage of the “bipartisan foreign policy” betrayal, and those who 
now control the Republican party are stuck with a stillborn albatross. 





Chesly Manly is the Chicago Tribune correspondent accredited to UN, and is the author of The Twenty-Yeat 
Revolution—From Roosevelt to Eisenbower. Henry Regnery Company. Reviewed in our issue of March 3. 
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